A household dual source heat pump water heater is proposed to utilize the energy of wastewater and air heat in a bathroom. The heat pump system integrates a wastewater source heat pump (WSHP), air source heat pump (ASHP), and a preheater. This aims at energy saving through recovering the heat of wastewater and ventilation air during the bathing process. The experiment was conducted to verify the feasibility of a dual heat source heat pump water heater system in a bath unit. It is found that the system can achieve an average coefficient of performance (COP) of 4.80 and 4.38 with and without preheater, respectively. At a bath water temperature of 40 • C, a flow rate of 6 L/min, and a room temperature of 26.5 • C, the COP of system can reach 6.08, which shows a significantly promising method for energy saving in-house.
Introduction
Energy is essential for the development of societies and economies of the world. Nowadays, worldwide energy consumption is rapidly increasing [1] . Most of all, in cold areas, the energy consumption of supplying heat and hot water for building accounts for 23.0% and 23.4% of the total building energy consumption, respectively [2] . Thus, recycling excess heat from the process of supplying heat can significantly augment economic and environmental benefits. Based on this situation, many studies on waste heat recovery have been put forward over the past decade [3] . Heat pump (HP) technology for renewable energy has been used in developed countries for many years. HP has become more popular, due to its relative high energy efficiency and environmental friendliness [4] . HPs are usually comprised of a water-source heat pump (WSHP), a ground-source heat pump (GSHP) [5, 6] , an air-source heat pump (ASHP) [7] , a dual-source heat pump (DSHP), etc. [8] .
ASHP is commonly used in temperate climate zones of Europe and Asia. The COP of ASHP is very low, and it is not widely used in cold weather; thus, Wang et al. [9] developed a novel frost-free ASHP system, which integrated with dehumidification and thermal energy storage. It greatly improves the average COP of the system at low temperature. Arkadiusz et al. [10] built a system for domestic hot water (DHW) production based on an air-source heat pump with an integrated tank, and obtained a system efficiency of 2.43. Two experimental cases with two-working-circuit and three-working-circuit outdoor coils were conducted based on frost accumulation. The result shows that defrosting efficiency was improved by about 6.08%, from 42.26% to 48.34% [11] . An ASHP system with two-stage variable capacity was reported. It was noticed that for the cooling mode, the COP varied from 4.7-5.7 [12] . 
Experimental Setup

System Design
As shown in Figure 1 , the evaporator and preheater of the wastewater source were located at the bottom of the unit to recover the heat of the bathing wastewater. The position of the compressor was placed in a corner. A Water mixer with a control panel was installed in the middle. The condenser and air source evaporator were positioned on the top for heating the bath water, and recovering the heat from air ventilation.
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System Construction
Base on the system design, the components of system such as the immersed coil preheater, condenser, air source evaporator, wastewater source evaporator, compressor, and expansion valve were arranged in an integrated framework, as shown in Figure 4 . In addition, taking the temperature range of household water heater into account, R134a was chosen as the refrigerant. 
Experimental Cases
In the experiment, a cooling device was arranged at the mixer outlet to simulate the temperature drop of the bathing process. The cooling device dropped the water temperature by 5 °C, and then allowed the water to enter the bathroom floor drain. The experimental data, including the power consumption, bath water flow rate, and the temperatures of bath water, wastewater, and air, are recorded after 30 min under the stable conditions presented in Table 1 . Case 1: The bath water flow rate is 5 L/min and its temperature varies from 35 to 42 °C. Air temperature is 22.9 °C, and the wastewater temperature is 30-37 °C, dropped by 5 °C. The performance of system is observed with and without a preheater.
Case 2: The bath water temperature is 40 °C, wastewater temperature 35 °C, and air temperature 22.9 °C. The bath water flow rate varies in the range of 4-6 L/min. The performance of system is observed with and without preheater.
Case 3: The preheater is opened, keeping a bath water flow rate at 5 L/min at the air temperatures of 19.4 °C, 22.9 °C, and 26.5 °C. The bath water temperature is allowed to vary from 35 to 42 °C, thus the wastewater temperature range is 30-37 °C. The influence of bath water and air temperature on the performance of system is obtained.
Case 4: The preheater is opened, keeping the bath water temperature at 40 °C at the air temperatures of 19.4 °C, 22.9 °C, and 26.5 °C. The bath water flow rate is allowed to vary from 4 to 6 L/min. The influence of bath water and air temperature on the performance of system is observed. 
In the experiment, a cooling device was arranged at the mixer outlet to simulate the temperature drop of the bathing process. The cooling device dropped the water temperature by 5 • C, and then allowed the water to enter the bathroom floor drain. The experimental data, including the power consumption, bath water flow rate, and the temperatures of bath water, wastewater, and air, are recorded after 30 min under the stable conditions presented in Table 1 . temperature is dropped by 5 • C to reach 30-37 • C. The performance of system is observed with and without an air source evaporator.
Case 6: The preheater is opened at a bath water temperature of 40 • C, wastewater temperature of 35 • C, and air temperature of 22.9 • C. The bath water flow rate range is 4-6 L/min. The performance of system is observed with and without an air source evaporator.
Results and Discussion
Performance Indicators
The COP of the system was calculated with Equations (1) and (2):
where Q total is the system total heat capacity (kW); Q cond and Q preheater denote the heat transfer of the condenser and preheater (kW), respectively; C represents the specific heat of water (kJ/(kg· • C));
ρ stands for the density of water (kg/m 3) ; V is the volume flow of water (m 3 /s); ∆t represents the temperature difference between the condenser water and the tap water ( • C); W is the measured power consumption (kW).
Influence of the Preheater on the System
In terms of Case 1, as shown in Figure 5 , with the increase of bath water temperature and power consumptions with and without a preheater rise, power consumption with the preheater is lower than that without the preheater. The results show that the average power consumption is 1.49 kW without preheater, while it is 1.35 kW with preheater, reduced by 9.4%.
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Influence of Bath Water and Air Temperatures on the System
In Case 3, as shown in Figure 9 , the total heat capacity of the system increased as the bath water temperature rose. The total heat capacity was calculated at three different air temperatures, 19.4 °C, 22.9 °C, and 26.5 °C. The increasing air temperature slightly enhanced the total heat capacity in the bath process. The average total heat capacity of the system was about 6.25 kW. In Figure 10 , the power consumption increased with the rise of bath water temperature at a constant air temperature, while it decreased with the rise of the air temperature at a constant bath water temperature. The reason is presented below. With the constant bath water temperature and the increase of air temperature, the condensation pressure was almost constant, and the evaporation temperature and pressure were increased; thus compressor pressure ratio was reduced, volumetric efficiency was enhanced, and enthalpy difference was declined, resulting in a lower power consumption. With the constant air temperature and the increase of the bath water temperature, the condensation temperature and pressure were increased, wastewater temperature increased as well, resulting in an increase of evaporation temperature and pressure. However, the difference of power consumption from the increase of condensation pressure was bigger than that from the decrease of evaporation pressure, leading to an increase of power consumption. The results show that the 
In Case 3, as shown in Figure 9 , the total heat capacity of the system increased as the bath water temperature rose. The total heat capacity was calculated at three different air temperatures, 19.4 • C, 22.9 • C, and 26.5 • C. The increasing air temperature slightly enhanced the total heat capacity in the bath process. The average total heat capacity of the system was about 6.25 kW. 
In Case 3, as shown in Figure 9 , the total heat capacity of the system increased as the bath water temperature rose. The total heat capacity was calculated at three different air temperatures, 19.4 °C, 22.9 °C, and 26.5 °C. The increasing air temperature slightly enhanced the total heat capacity in the bath process. The average total heat capacity of the system was about 6.25 kW. In Figure 10 , the power consumption increased with the rise of bath water temperature at a constant air temperature, while it decreased with the rise of the air temperature at a constant bath water temperature. The reason is presented below. With the constant bath water temperature and the increase of air temperature, the condensation pressure was almost constant, and the evaporation temperature and pressure were increased; thus compressor pressure ratio was reduced, volumetric efficiency was enhanced, and enthalpy difference was declined, resulting in a lower power consumption. With the constant air temperature and the increase of the bath water temperature, the condensation temperature and pressure were increased, wastewater temperature increased as well, resulting in an increase of evaporation temperature and pressure. However, the difference of power consumption from the increase of condensation pressure was bigger than that from the decrease of evaporation pressure, leading to an increase of power consumption. The results show that the In Figure 10 , the power consumption increased with the rise of bath water temperature at a constant air temperature, while it decreased with the rise of the air temperature at a constant bath water temperature. The reason is presented below. With the constant bath water temperature and the increase of air temperature, the condensation pressure was almost constant, and the evaporation temperature and pressure were increased; thus compressor pressure ratio was reduced, volumetric efficiency was enhanced, and enthalpy difference was declined, resulting in a lower power consumption. With the constant air temperature and the increase of the bath water temperature, the condensation temperature and pressure were increased, wastewater temperature increased as well, resulting in an increase of evaporation temperature and pressure. However, the difference of power consumption from the increase of condensation pressure was bigger than that from the decrease of evaporation pressure, As shown in Figure 11 , the COP of system increased with the rise of the bath water temperature at a constant air temperature, but it increased slightly with the rise of air temperature at a constant bath water temperature. The air temperature has little effect on the total heat capacity. With the increase of the system power consumption, the increase of total heat capacity was more than the rise of power consumption, which lead to a higher COP of the system. The results reveal that at the air temperatures of 19.4 °C, 22.9 °C, and 26.5 °C, the average COPs of the system were 4.53, 4.61, and 4.70, respectively. It can be seen that air temperature had little influence on the COP of system, but that bath water temperature had a greater influence on the COP of system. At an air temperature of 22.9 °C, the maximum and minimum COPs of the system were 5.44 and 3.75, respectively. 
Influence of the Bath Water Flow and Air Temperature on the System
In Case 4, as shown in Figure 12 , with an increase of bath water flow rate, total heat capacity increases. It was found that with the increase of air temperature, the total heat capacity of the system was slightly higher. The results illustrate that the average total heat capacity of system was 6.75 kW. As shown in Figure 11 , the COP of system increased with the rise of the bath water temperature at a constant air temperature, but it increased slightly with the rise of air temperature at a constant bath water temperature. The air temperature has little effect on the total heat capacity. With the increase of the system power consumption, the increase of total heat capacity was more than the rise of power consumption, which lead to a higher COP of the system. The results reveal that at the air temperatures of 19.4 • C, 22.9 • C, and 26.5 • C, the average COPs of the system were 4.53, 4.61, and 4.70, respectively. It can be seen that air temperature had little influence on the COP of system, but that bath water temperature had a greater influence on the COP of system. At an air temperature of 22.9 • C, the maximum and minimum COPs of the system were 5.44 and 3.75, respectively. As shown in Figure 11 , the COP of system increased with the rise of the bath water temperature at a constant air temperature, but it increased slightly with the rise of air temperature at a constant bath water temperature. The air temperature has little effect on the total heat capacity. With the increase of the system power consumption, the increase of total heat capacity was more than the rise of power consumption, which lead to a higher COP of the system. The results reveal that at the air temperatures of 19.4 °C, 22.9 °C, and 26.5 °C, the average COPs of the system were 4.53, 4.61, and 4.70, respectively. It can be seen that air temperature had little influence on the COP of system, but that bath water temperature had a greater influence on the COP of system. At an air temperature of 22.9 °C, the maximum and minimum COPs of the system were 5.44 and 3.75, respectively. 
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Influence of bath water flow rate on total heat capacity at different air temperatures. Figure 13 shows the power consumption increases with the rise of bath water flow rate at a constant air temperature, but decreases with the rise of air temperature at a constant bath water flow rate. The results exhibit that the average power consumptions were 1.38 kW, 1.35 kW, and 1.33 kW at air temperatures of 19.4 °C, 22.9 °C, and 26.5 °C, respectively. In the range of working conditions, the influence of air temperature was lower than that of the bath water flow rate. The COP of the system increased with the rise of bath water flow rate at a constant air temperature, but it increased slightly with the rise of air temperature at a constant bath water flow rate, as shown in Figure 14 . The results revealed that the average COP of system was 4.98 at an air temperature of 22.9 °C, but at an air temperature of 19.4 °C and 26.5 °C, the average COPs were 4.90 and 5.07, respectively. The results show that air temperature had little effect on the COP of the system. At an air temperature of 22.9 °C, the maximum and minimum COPs were 5.96 and 4.01, respectively. Therefore, bath water flow rate had a great influence on the COP of the system. Influence of bath water flow rate on total heat capacity at different air temperatures. Figure 13 shows the power consumption increases with the rise of bath water flow rate at a constant air temperature, but decreases with the rise of air temperature at a constant bath water flow rate. The results exhibit that the average power consumptions were 1.38 kW, 1.35 kW, and 1.33 kW at air temperatures of 19.4 °C, 22.9 °C, and 26.5 °C, respectively. In the range of working conditions, the influence of air temperature was lower than that of the bath water flow rate. The COP of the system increased with the rise of bath water flow rate at a constant air temperature, but it increased slightly with the rise of air temperature at a constant bath water flow rate, as shown in Figure 14 . The results revealed that the average COP of system was 4.98 at an air temperature of 22.9 °C, but at an air temperature of 19.4 °C and 26.5 °C, the average COPs were 4.90 and 5.07, respectively. The results show that air temperature had little effect on the COP of the system. At an air temperature of 22.9 °C, the maximum and minimum COPs were 5.96 and 4.01, respectively. Therefore, bath water flow rate had a great influence on the COP of the system. The COP of the system increased with the rise of bath water flow rate at a constant air temperature, but it increased slightly with the rise of air temperature at a constant bath water flow rate, as shown in Figure 14 . The results revealed that the average COP of system was 4.98 at an air temperature of 22.9 • C, but at an air temperature of 19.4 • C and 26.5 • C, the average COPs were 4.90 and 5.07, respectively. The results show that air temperature had little effect on the COP of the system. At an air temperature of 22.9 • C, the maximum and minimum COPs were 5.96 and 4.01, respectively. Therefore, bath water flow rate had a great influence on the COP of the system. 
Influence of an Air Source Evaporator on the System
In terms of Case 5, as shown in Figure 15 , total heat capacity increased, with the bath water temperature rising at an air temperature of 22.9 °C. The total heat capacity with an air source evaporator was slightly higher than that without an air source evaporator. The results illustrated that the average total heat capacity without an air source evaporator was 6.15 kW, while it was 6.25 kW with an air source evaporator, increased by 1.6%. As shown in Figure 16 , the power consumption increased with the rise of the bath water temperature. Power consumption with an air source evaporator was lower than that without an air source evaporator at a constant bath water temperature. The results exhibited that the average power consumption without an air source evaporator was 1.43 kW, while it lead to a 5.6% reduction (1.35 kW) with an air source evaporator. 
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In terms of Case 5, as shown in Figure 15 , total heat capacity increased, with the bath water temperature rising at an air temperature of 22.9 °C. The total heat capacity with an air source evaporator was slightly higher than that without an air source evaporator. The results illustrated that the average total heat capacity without an air source evaporator was 6.15 kW, while it was 6.25 kW with an air source evaporator, increased by 1.6%. As shown in Figure 16 , the power consumption increased with the rise of the bath water temperature. Power consumption with an air source evaporator was lower than that without an air source evaporator at a constant bath water temperature. The results exhibited that the average power consumption without an air source evaporator was 1.43 kW, while it lead to a 5.6% reduction (1.35 kW) with an air source evaporator. As shown in Figure 16 , the power consumption increased with the rise of the bath water temperature. Power consumption with an air source evaporator was lower than that without an air source evaporator at a constant bath water temperature. The results exhibited that the average power consumption without an air source evaporator was 1.43 kW, while it lead to a 5.6% reduction (1.35 kW) with an air source evaporator. In Figure 17 , the COP of the system increased with the rise of the bath water temperature at an air temperature of 22.9 °C. The COP of the system with an air source evaporator was higher than that without an air source evaporator, as the bath water temperature was unchanged. The results reveal that the average COP of the system without an air source evaporator was 4.29, while it reached 4.53 with an air source evaporator, which was increased by 5.6%. In terms of Case 6, as shown in Figure 18 , the total heat capacity increased directly with the rise of the bath water flow rate. The total heat capacity with an air source evaporator was slightly higher than that without an air source evaporator. According to the results, the average total heat capacity of the system without an air source evaporator was 6.67 kW, while increased by 1.5% (6.77 kW) with an air source evaporator. In Figure 17 , the COP of the system increased with the rise of the bath water temperature at an air temperature of 22.9 • C. The COP of the system with an air source evaporator was higher than that without an air source evaporator, as the bath water temperature was unchanged. The results reveal that the average COP of the system without an air source evaporator was 4.29, while it reached 4.53 with an air source evaporator, which was increased by 5.6%. In Figure 17 , the COP of the system increased with the rise of the bath water temperature at an air temperature of 22.9 °C. The COP of the system with an air source evaporator was higher than that without an air source evaporator, as the bath water temperature was unchanged. The results reveal that the average COP of the system without an air source evaporator was 4.29, while it reached 4.53 with an air source evaporator, which was increased by 5.6%. In terms of Case 6, as shown in Figure 18 , the total heat capacity increased directly with the rise of the bath water flow rate. The total heat capacity with an air source evaporator was slightly higher than that without an air source evaporator. According to the results, the average total heat capacity of the system without an air source evaporator was 6.67 kW, while increased by 1.5% (6.77 kW) with an air source evaporator. In terms of Case 6, as shown in Figure 18 , the total heat capacity increased directly with the rise of the bath water flow rate. The total heat capacity with an air source evaporator was slightly higher than that without an air source evaporator. According to the results, the average total heat capacity of the system without an air source evaporator was 6.67 kW, while increased by 1.5% (6.77 kW) with an air source evaporator. Figure 18 . Influence of the bath water flow rate on the total heat capacity with and without an air source evaporator.
In Figure 19 , at the air temperature of 22.9 °C, the power consumption increased gradually with the rise of the bath water flow rate. The power consumption with an air source evaporator was lower than that without an air source evaporator when the bath water flow rate was fixed. The results show that the power consumption without an air source evaporator was 1.44 kW, while with an air source evaporator it became 1.35 kW, with a 6.7% reduction. Figure 20 shows that the COP of the system increased with the rise of bath water flow rate at an air temperature of 22.9 °C. The COP of the system with an air source evaporator was higher than that without an air source evaporator at a constant bath water flow rate. According to the results, the average COP of the system without an air source evaporator was 4.63, while with the air source evaporator, with an increase of 7.5%, reached 4.98. In Figure 19 , at the air temperature of 22.9 • C, the power consumption increased gradually with the rise of the bath water flow rate. The power consumption with an air source evaporator was lower than that without an air source evaporator when the bath water flow rate was fixed. The results show that the power consumption without an air source evaporator was 1.44 kW, while with an air source evaporator it became 1.35 kW, with a 6.7% reduction. In Figure 19 , at the air temperature of 22.9 °C, the power consumption increased gradually with the rise of the bath water flow rate. The power consumption with an air source evaporator was lower than that without an air source evaporator when the bath water flow rate was fixed. The results show that the power consumption without an air source evaporator was 1.44 kW, while with an air source evaporator it became 1.35 kW, with a 6.7% reduction. Figure 20 shows that the COP of the system increased with the rise of bath water flow rate at an air temperature of 22.9 °C. The COP of the system with an air source evaporator was higher than that without an air source evaporator at a constant bath water flow rate. According to the results, the average COP of the system without an air source evaporator was 4.63, while with the air source evaporator, with an increase of 7.5%, reached 4.98. Figure 20 shows that the COP of the system increased with the rise of bath water flow rate at an air temperature of 22.9 • C. The COP of the system with an air source evaporator was higher than that without an air source evaporator at a constant bath water flow rate. According to the results, the average COP of the system without an air source evaporator was 4.63, while with the air source evaporator, with an increase of 7.5%, reached 4.98. 
Summary of Results
The aforementioned conditions, the average power consumption, and the COP of the system are summarized in Table 2 . The maximum COP of the system was 6.08, which was achieved at a bath water temperature of 40 °C, a flow rate of 6 L/min, and a room temperature of 26.5 °C. The average power consumption with a preheater or an air source evaporator was lower than that without them. The average COP of the system with a preheater or air source evaporator was higher than that without them. The average COP of the system reached 4.79 without a preheater and an air source evaporator. With an air source evaporator but without the preheater, the average COP of the system was 4.38, declined by 8.6%; with the preheater but without an air source evaporator, the average COP of system is 4.46, reduced by 6.9%. The average power consumption was lower, and the average COP of the system was higher at a higher air temperature. The preheater, the air source evaporator, and the higher air temperature could contribute to the improvement of the COP of the system. 
The aforementioned conditions, the average power consumption, and the COP of the system are summarized in Table 2 . The maximum COP of the system was 6.08, which was achieved at a bath water temperature of 40 • C, a flow rate of 6 L/min, and a room temperature of 26.5 • C. The average power consumption with a preheater or an air source evaporator was lower than that without them. The average COP of the system with a preheater or air source evaporator was higher than that without them. The average COP of the system reached 4.79 without a preheater and an air source evaporator. With an air source evaporator but without the preheater, the average COP of the system was 4.38, declined by 8.6%; with the preheater but without an air source evaporator, the average COP of system is 4.46, reduced by 6.9%. The average power consumption was lower, and the average COP of the system was higher at a higher air temperature. The preheater, the air source evaporator, and the higher air temperature could contribute to the improvement of the COP of the system. 
Comparison Between Experimental and Simulated Results
Taking the conditions in Case 5 as an example, with the air source evaporator ON, the total heat capacity, power consumption, and the COP of system with different bath water temperatures are compared with the simulated data presented in our previous work [31] . In Figures 21-23 , the trend of the experimental curves was consistent with that of the simulations. The total heat capacity, power consumption, and the COP of the system with different bath water temperatures rose with the increasing bath water temperature. However, due to the heat loss of the system, the simulated data of the total heat capacity and COP were higher than that of the experiment, and the simulated power consumption was lower than that of the experiment. The maximum deviations of the total heat capacity, the power consumption, and the COP of the system were less than 8%. rate 4-6 L/min Air source evaporator off 1.44 (1.42-1.46) 4.63 (3.71-5.58)
Taking the conditions in Case 5 as an example, with the air source evaporator ON, the total heat capacity, power consumption, and the COP of system with different bath water temperatures are compared with the simulated data presented in our previous work [31] .
In Figures 21-23 , the trend of the experimental curves was consistent with that of the simulations. The total heat capacity, power consumption, and the COP of the system with different bath water temperatures rose with the increasing bath water temperature. However, due to the heat loss of the system, the simulated data of the total heat capacity and COP were higher than that of the experiment, and the simulated power consumption was lower than that of the experiment. The maximum deviations of the total heat capacity, the power consumption, and the COP of the system were less than 8%. 
Economic Analysis
According to the Code for Design for Building Water and Drainage (China), the bath water consumption for a person per bath is 100 L. Supposing that each person has a bath per day, 300 L bath water is needed per day for a family with three people. For a traditional electric water heater, 300 L bath water heated from 20 °C to 40 °C consumes 7.00 kWh of power. In comparison, the efficient household dual source heat pump water heater proposed in this paper had a maximum system COP of 6.08 (Case 4), and the calculated power consumption was 1.15 kWh. Taking Tianjin city in China as an example, the permanent resident population and the number of families were about 15.57 million and 5.19 million, respectively, in 2018, and the electricity price was $0.07/kWh. The power consumptions for the traditional and household dual-source heat pump water heaters were $0.49 and $0.08 per family per day, respectively. The power saving and cost saving were 5.85 kWh and $0.41 per family per day for baths, and 2135.25 kWh and $149.65 per family per year, respectively. For further comparison, the power savings and cost savings would be 11.08 billion kWh and $776.68 billion per year for Tianjin city. This means that the proposed household dual source heat pump water heater has great potential for energy savings.
Conclusions
In order to fully recover the energy of wastewater and ventilation air in the process of a bath, a dual-source heat pump water heater was proposed and designed. The effects of the preheater, bath water temperature, flow rate, air temperature, and air source evaporator on the performance of the system were achieved experimentally. With the increase of the bath water temperature or the flow rate, the total heat capacity, power consumption, and the COP of the system increases. Higher air temperature, a preheater, and the inclusion of an air source evaporator are beneficial to lowering power consumption and increasing the COP of the system. The trend is in accordance with our previous simulation work [31] . Some conclusions can be summarized as follows:
(1) The average COP of the system reaches 4.79 without a preheater and air source evaporator. With an air source evaporator but without the preheater, the average COP of the system is 4.38, 8.6% lower; with a preheater but without an air source evaporator, the average COP of the system is 4.46, a reduction of 6.9%. 
Economic Analysis
According to the Code for Design for Building Water and Drainage (China), the bath water consumption for a person per bath is 100 L. Supposing that each person has a bath per day, 300 L bath water is needed per day for a family with three people. For a traditional electric water heater, 300 L bath water heated from 20 • C to 40 • C consumes 7.00 kWh of power. In comparison, the efficient household dual source heat pump water heater proposed in this paper had a maximum system COP of 6.08 (Case 4), and the calculated power consumption was 1.15 kWh. Taking Tianjin city in China as an example, the permanent resident population and the number of families were about 15.57 million and 5.19 million, respectively, in 2018, and the electricity price was $0.07/kWh. The power consumptions for the traditional and household dual-source heat pump water heaters were $0.49 and $0.08 per family per day, respectively. The power saving and cost saving were 5.85 kWh and $0.41 per family per day for baths, and 2135.25 kWh and $149.65 per family per year, respectively. For further comparison, the power savings and cost savings would be 11.08 billion kWh and $776.68 billion per year for Tianjin city. This means that the proposed household dual source heat pump water heater has great potential for energy savings.
Conclusions
(1) The average COP of the system reaches 4.79 without a preheater and air source evaporator. With an air source evaporator but without the preheater, the average COP of the system is 4.38, 8.6% lower; with a preheater but without an air source evaporator, the average COP of the system is 4.46, a reduction of 6.9%. the COP of the system can reach 6.08. (5) Compared with a traditional water heater, the household dual-source heat pump water heater can achieve significant energy savings.
